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Abstract 
 
This project is an investigation of how the perception of threats can lead to change in behaviour. 
America after 9/11 is the object of inquiry. Michel Foucault’s concept of panopticism has been used 
as an analytical and theoretical framework in order to investigate how the perception of threats have 
been internalised in America and if this has led to a change in behaviour by the American people. 
Furthermore, it has also been investigated how the perception of threats can lead to stigmatization 
of an entire group of people. Here Erving Coffman’s notion of Stigma is used, as has a 
conceptualization of Stigma by Link & Pheland. 
 
The major findings in the project are that Muslims have been stigmatized after 9/11, since Muslims 
in general are more or less equalised with terrorists, when it comes to the negative labels associated 
with terrorists. This project also concludes an internalisation of threats, which has occurred after 
9/11, has led to an acceptance by the American people of the loss of certain civil liberties, in order 
to be secure as a nation. 
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Problem Area 
We all know the feeling; you walk home alone late at night. No one is around except some scary-
looking stranger coming towards you. You instantly feel your heart start pumping and your hands 
getting sweaty. What if the stranger wants to hurt you? As the stranger walks by without even 
looking at you, you feel your pulse start to ease and you stop looking nervously around. You feel 
stilly, thinking that the stranger wanted to hurt you, but the feeling of being threatened is a part of 
you, and there is nothing you can do to prevent the feeling from occurring.  
 
A threat can be many things; a stranger in a dark street or a lot of people clamed together in a small 
space. A threat can go from being something that you would hardly notice, to something that you 
have to act upon in order to feel safe. Sometimes the feeling of being threatened is irrational and 
groundless, but other times the feeling is very real and rational. The feeling of being threatened has 
the power to change your behaviour and thereby your actions; you avoid walking home alone in 
fear of meeting a stranger in a dark street. Sometimes the feeling of being afraid of someone or 
something, is a feeling that has been there all your life, and other times events happens that change 
the way you feel towards specific people or things.  
The feeling of being threatened doesn’t only occur on the individual level, but also on the national 
level. Threats to the national economy, to the people of a country etc. can all lead to a need for a 
reaction by the state. If someone or something is threatening the security of the country in any way, 
actions must be taken.  
September 11 2001. America experienced a devastating blow. Terrorist had managed to hit the 
country right where it hurt, in solar plexus – New York City. The ultimate American symbol: a true 
melting pot of culture, religion and nationality. The 9/11 events blew life into a new national feeling 
of America; the feeling of being threatened by a new and more intangible enemy, with weapons and 
means more devastating than ever seen before.  
As a naturally geographically isolated country, America had in the past guarded its borders and kept 
out of trouble in international politics. But with the American involvement in the 1st World War 
and especially the 2nd World War, the American Isolationism became a phenomenon of the past. 
Especially after Americans interred the 2
nd
 World War after the attack on Pearl Harbor the 7
th
 of 
December 1941, America has been dealing with fear in pre-emptive way. After the defeat of the 
Nazi regime in Germany and the fascists in Italy in 1945, a new threat emerged with the 
communists in Russia expanding throughout Eastern Europe. This resulted in the Cold War and 
McCarthyism, in order to stop the communist ideology from escalating and gaining more power in 
[4] 
 
the world. Where in the past the reaction was Isolationism, the reaction after the 2nd World War, 
was an active foreign policy with involvement in Korea, Vietnam etc.  
 
With 9/11, a new enemy arose. The Americans had to deal with this new enemy and a new kind of 
threat. These considerations had led to the following problem formulation: 
Problem formulation:  
 
How do Americans perceive threats after 9/11, and has there been consequences of this 
perception?  
Working questions 
 Who has affected the Americans perception of threats? 
 What effect has the perception of threats had on American law? 
 Has the new perception of threats since 9/11 changed the Americans behaviour? 
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Philosophy of Social Science 
Here this project will define the epistemology and ontology that will be the basis for the 
investigations made. The theories of Michel Foucault and Erving Goffman can be perceived as 
modalities under the interpretive 
epistemology– as opposed to the objectivist 
epistemology. It is for this reason that this 
project is able to utilize the theories of the 
two theoretical frameworks and put them 
together. Since the modalities of the 
interpretive epistemology always lead to 
constructionist ontology, it will be possible 
to write a project which will be in line with 
both theoretical frameworks.  
 
 
 
 
Interpretive epistemology 
Essentially; “…epistemology is about whether and how we can know anything about the world”1 – 
that is what kind of truth can we obtain through research, and if there is truth to be obtained. 
The interpretive epistemologies holds that “…truth is a local judgment we make on certain claims, 
and which cannot be translated across boundaries of time, paradigms, languages games, etc…”2 
This means that truth is not an objective truth, but rather influenced and grounded in a specific 
context. One of the consequences of this notion is the researcher’s role and relationship to the 
researched which can never be objective: “…the only reality that the researcher or student can 
perceive is an interpreted reality which is a product of the particular paradigm or language game 
that constitutes his or her worldview.”3 
  
 
 
                                                        
1
 Olsen & Pedersen, p. 150 
2
 Olsen & Pedersen, p. 150 
3
 Olsen & Pedersen, p. 150 
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Epistemology of Foucault 
The formation of knowledge and intensification of power relations reinforce one another in a 
‘circular’ process.  Systems of thought and knowledge (epistemes) are governed by rules, beyond 
those of grammar and logic, that operates beneath the consciousness of individual subjects and 
define a system of conceptual possibilities that determines the boundaries of a thought in a given 
domain and period
4
. 
As described in the section on Archaeology and Genealogy of Knowledge, according to Foucault 
knowledge is interlinked with the period in which it is created, and proper knowledge and truth can 
therefore not be analysed without looking at the époque in which it is said (discursive). To Foucault 
culture is before the Self, and therefore people with different cultures view the world in different 
ways. This will affect what they view reality and what proper knowledge is.  
 
Epistemology of Goffman 
The symbolic interactionist epistemology inspired by Goffman, is based on his dramaturgical 
approach to human interaction. Here, the observations of the face-to-face social interaction between 
humans, and the precedence these interactions create, are important. There are cultural differences 
in the way we act and what meaning our act has.  
Goffman operates with the un-spoken and un-conscious norms and/or rules that govern social 
interaction, and how these norms and/or rules come into play. We are all affected by our culture, 
but how we conduct ourselves on our stage transcend culture, and these norms/rules are somewhat 
the same around the world.   
 
Constructionist ontology 
As explained earlier, the modalities 
of interpretivism leads to the 
constructionist ontology, and it is 
this ontology that will be the basis 
for this project.  
 
 
Broadly speaking “…ontology is 
                                                        
4
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about how this world is actually put together”5; that is what we can see. According to 
constructionist ontology, society is a concept, a construction that exists in the individual’s mind. 
Constructionist ontology “…does not believe this world has any kind of essence or nature, but 
rather that it is a social and linguistic construction.”6 Therefore the world, reality and society are 
(social) constructions, constructed through imposed meaning via language.  
When taking on constructionist ontology in this project, we seek to investigate the objects of 
inquiry’s existence through the discourses in which they are formed. Therefore it will be necessary 
to look at how reality and society was created after 9/11 via the language used by politicians and 
other experts.  
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Analytical strategy 
This project will investigate how the American perception of threats has been internalised within 
the American people. We will use Foucault’s theoretical framework of genealogy, archaeology and 
panopticism in order to investigate this internalisation. To deepen the investigation, this project will 
also use Goffman’s concept of Stigma to investigate whether there has been a stigmatisation of 
Muslims after 9/11, which could have an effect on the perception of threats in America. This project 
argues, that the stigmatization is possible through the panoptic scheme. The theoretical frameworks 
will be explained more thoroughly in the theory chapter. 
 
 
This project will use Foucault’s concept of genealogy in order unravel “the making of a truth… 
thereby showing the exclusions and repressions that they are built on
7”. This will be done by using 
Foucault’s theoretical framework of panopticism - the architectural metaphor for the relationship 
between knowledge and power. This is done in order to investigate how the perception of threats, 
stemming from experts to the people, has become evident and internalised by the American people. 
Because of Foucault’s approach to human reality, which is a subjective one, you must look at the 
political of social context in which it operates. Therefore experts from both the political and social 
arena will be looked upon. 
 
This project will use Goffman’s concept of Stigma and the conceptualisation of Stigma by Link and 
Phelan. This is done in order to investigate whether there has been an islamafication of the threat 
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after 9/11. Together with Foucault’s concept of panopticism, this will help this project to investigate 
“the threat” as it is seen in America.  
 
This project will analyse different government produced documents, such as the “US Patriot Act” 
from 26
th
 of October 2011, “The National Security Strategy” of 2002, 2006 and 2010 together with 
speeches from President Bush.  These will be used to investigate what kind of knowledge is 
stemming from the political arena, in order to affect the behaviour of the American people. 
Furthermore other statements from “experts” will be investigated; as this project recognizes that it 
is not only from the government that knowledge is stemming, but also from TV-shows, news 
networks etc. within society. In order to examine the internalisation and stigmatization, different 
polls conducted over time will also be analysed.  
 
Since this project is working with the question of how threats are being internalised and 
contextualised, the theories of Foucault and Goffman are by this project deemed relevant in order to 
investigate the problems put forth by the perception of threats. The two theoretical frameworks 
should be seen as two equally important components of this project, through which it will be 
possible to detect how the perception of threats influence national law and change the behaviour of 
a population and vice versa.  
 
 
 
[10] 
 
Empirical material 
 
The empirical material used by this project to analyse the political scene mainly consists of 
speeches held by President Bush and government-produced documents like the three National 
Security Strategies of 2002, 2006 and 2010. These are all secondary sources. Since they are used to 
show the American government’s depiction of the threat, they are by this project viewed as valid 
and reliable in the sense that they depict how the government viewed and explained reality in 
America. 
The sources
8
 from where the polls, showing the American feelings towards the threat, come from 
are viewed as less reliable than the speeches and other government-produced documents. Statistical 
sources can be manipulated so that they show the reality that the conductors would like to show.  
But since the polls come from major networks like FOX News and CBS, they are by this project 
viewed as valid, because they give an impression of how the perception of threat is seen by these 
networks. And even though they can be manipulated, the polls still gives an indication of how the 
American population perceive threats. The same thing goes with the TV-series, like Homeland, 
which is also used in order to show the reality of how the perception of the threat was exposed to 
the American population. The TV-series are not to be seen as hard-core empirical data, but this 
project uses it to show how this perception of threat becomes infused within everyday life. 
Therefore this project will claim empirical validity of the TV-series mentioned since it is used as 
empirical information. 
 
In order for this project to be in line with the epistemology and ontology chosen, the different 
empirical materials must be analysed in order to show how different sides of the American society 
describes the perception of threat. The empirical material is overall viewed as valid because they 
depict the knowledge stemming from the different institutions to the American population. It helps 
create a cohesive picture of the perception of threats in America.  
 
Since it is stated with the interpretive epistemology that the only reality a student or researcher are 
able to see is an interpreted one, this project is aware of the fact that Americans come from a 
specific cultural background, and therefore the reality they describe is real to them. When 
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investigating the perception of threats in America, it is therefore difficult for us as researchers, since 
we are not Americans, to understand specific details in the language etc. that might mean something 
particularly to Americans.  The interpretive epistemology presupposes that the researchers role can 
never be objective. Nevertheless, we will try our best to stay objective in relation to the 
investigation, but still be aware of and try to overcome our subjective presumptions.  
In accordance with Foucault’s notion of archaeology of knowledge, the knowledge surrounding 
9/11 is deeply related to a specific time and place. Since the event happened in American 11 years 
ago, we are naturally removed from it.  
But with that being said, we will try to the best of our abilities to investigate the reality in America 
from 9/11 till now, in order to find out how the perception of threats have been internalised and if 
this has led to a change in behaviour and to a stigmatisation of Muslims.  
[12] 
 
Theory 
In this section the theoretical basis of the project will be explained more thoroughly than in the 
analytical strategy chapter. 
Foucault 
During the mid-20th century, a number of structural theories were present in the discussion of 
human existence. Structural linguistics like Ferdinand de Saussure put emphasis on the structures of 
the whole of language instead of focusing on individual words
9
. Marxist theories believed the truth 
of human existence was to be found by analysing economic structures, and psychoanalysts focused 
on unconsciousness when describing the psyche
10
.  
During the 1960’s, structuralists in France tried to combine the ideas of Saussure, Marx and Freud. 
They agreed that the individual is influenced by sociological, psychological and linguistic 
structures; “over which he/she has no control, but which could be uncovered by using their methods 
of investigation
11”, thereby disagreeing with existentialists who claimed that: “man is what he 
makes himself
12”.  
One of the most influential writers of post-structuralism is the French philosopher and historian 
Michel Foucault. One of his main notions was that “language and society were shaped by the rule 
governed systems
13”. But on two accounts he disagreed with the structuralists. He did not believe in 
definite underling structures that could be used to explain human conditions, and he did not believe 
that “it was possible to step out of discourse and survey the situation objectively14”.   
Archaeology of Knowledge 
The nature of power in society has always been a field of interest for Foucault, more particularly the 
“power’s relationship to the discursive formations in society that make knowledge possible15”. For 
Foucault power is not power of institutions or its leaders, but more the modes of power through 
which control of individuals occurs, and the mechanisms by which power “reaches into the very 
grain of individuals, touches their bodies and inserts itself into their actions and attitudes, their 
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discourses, learning processes and everyday lives
16”. To Foucault, it is in these relations that power 
is manifested the most, but also the hardest to identify
17
, and it is in discourses that these relations 
are buried.  This can be seen in the first three works from Foucault: Madness and civilization, The 
Birth of the Clinic and The Order of Things, where Foucault: “examines the discourses surrounding 
the development of psychiatry, medicine, and the human sciences, respectively
18”.  
 
The way Foucault works in these three works, does not, according to him, belong to a traditional 
history of ideas or of science “… it is rather an enquiry whose aim is to rediscover on what basis 
knowledge and theory became possible; within what space of order knowledge is constituted… such 
an enterprise is not much so a history, in the traditional meaning of the word, as an 
´archaeology´
19”. By using the archaeological method, it is possible to investigate the changes in 
the conditions of human knowledge (episteme), and thereby reveal “the epistemic space, the 
possibilities of, human knowledge in the past
20”. 
Genealogy of Knowledge 
In his later work, Foucault tried to uncover how the development of knowledge was intertwined 
with the mechanisms of political power. One of Foucault’s main focus points was the increase of 
power, which the state held over the individual in the modern era.  
 
In ”History of Sexuality”, Foucault argued that the discourse of sexuality as something deep, 
instinctual and mysterious, came from the rise of medical and psychiatric science. The discourse 
from these sciences began to enter into the human reality and became an accepted discourse. This 
showed that the discourse from the medical and psychiatric sciences of Sexuality became part of the 
human subject’s experience of their own sexuality, and is thereby a part of creating it21. From this, 
Foucault found that “the search for knowledge does not simply uncover pre-exiting ´objects´; it 
actively shapes and creates them
22”. 
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Apposed to positivists, Foucault does not believe in a theory of human nature in which reality is 
explained objectively. Rather, he believes that the “discursive practices of knowledge are not 
independent of the objects that are studied, and must be understood in their social and political 
context
23.”   
 
Power, the state and governmentality 
When discussing Foucault, it is necessary to look at his notion of power and governmentality. To 
Foucault power is not something that institutions possess in order to oppress a group or individuals, 
as opposed to Marxists. According to Foucault, it is wrong to consider power as something solely 
oppressive, because “even in their most radical form – oppressive measures are not just repression 
and censorship, but they are also productive, causing new behaviours to emerge
24”. Power is, 
according to Foucault, something that “acts and manifests itself in a certain way; it is more a 
strategy than a possession
25”, and it does not work in a linear fashion from someone holding power 
upon individuals, rather “individuals are the vehicles of power, not its points of application26”.  
 
Power can be said to have to key features
27
: 1: power is the relations in society rather than 
oppressor vs. oppressed. 2: Individuals are not to be seen as someone upon which power is 
exercised. Mark G.E. Kelly thinks that this is best said in Surveiller et punir. Naissance de la 
prison: “1: …that it is not guided by the will of individual subjects, 2: power is always a case of 
power relations between people, as opposed to a quantum possessed by people, 3: it (power) is not 
concentrated on a single individual or class, 4: it (power) does not flow only from the more to the 
less powerful, but rather “comes from below” 5: it (power) has a dynamic of its own, is 
intentional
28” 
 
Power is said to be productive because it can cause positive effects, and it is possible to see power 
relations at every level of society
29, as Foucault puts it: “I am not referring to power with a capital 
P, dominating and imposing its rationality upon the totality of the social body. In fact, there are 
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24 B lan, Sergiu: M. Foucault’s View on Power Relations Institute of Philosophy and Psychology, Bucharest page 2 
25 B lan, p. 2 
26
 Foucault, Michel (1980), Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings 1972–1977, London: Harvester 
Press, p. 98  
27 B lan, p. 2 
28 B lan, p. 2 
29 B lan, p. 2-3 
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power relations. They are multiple; they have different forms, they can be in play in family 
relations, or within an institution, or an administration
30”. 
When talking about political power, Foucault investigates, amongst other things, the methods 
trough which government can shape the behaviour of others
31. Disciplines can be seen as “those 
mechanisms of power whereby individuals are moulded to serve the needs of power
32”, and 
government does the management of this reformation that happens through the disciplinary 
mechanisms.  The government gathers different kind of variables of knowledge, and then promote 
specific variables, thereby providing individuals with knowledge in order to encourage the 
population to act in a certain way.  
 
Panopticism  
Panopticism is a practical way of observing how modes of knowing (archaeology) get incorporated 
so that they are translated into modes of being (genealogy).  
In 1975 Michel Foucault published, “Punish and Discipline”, where he, amongst other things, build 
on Jeremy Bentham’s Panopticon, which is seen as the architectural metaphor for surveillance and 
power.  
Bentham’s Panopticon is build up by an annular building with a tower in the middle. The tower is 
filled with windows, showing the inside of the building. The annular building is divided into cells, 
with each two windows, one on the inside towards the tower, and one on the outside. From the 
tower, a guard can then keep an eye on the prisoner in all of the cells, and because of the backlight 
from the windows in the cells the prisoners cannot see the guard. The prisoner therefore becomes 
“the object of information, but never the subject of communication”33. Bentham says, “Power 
should be visible, but unverifiable”34. The inmate needs to be able to see the tower at all times, but 
he should never know whether or not he is being surveilanced at any given time, and therefore act 
as if he is always under surveillance. “The panopticon is a marvellous machine which, whatever use 
one may wish to put it to, produces homogenous effects of power”35. The Panopticon could also be 
used as “a machine to carry out experiments, to alter behaviour, to train or correct individuals”36, 
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and “whenever one is dealing with a multiplicity of individuals on whom a task or a particular form 
of behaviour must be imposed, the panoptic schema may be used”37.  
By having this sort of surveillance, the crowd, which is being observed, can no longer hide behind 
each other, and are turned into different individuals instead of being one massive multitude of 
individuals merging together, and it is this change that gives the Panopticon it’s major effect38: “to 
induce in the inmate a state of conscious and permanent visibility that assures the automatic 
functioning of power
39”.  
This effect would then force the inhabitants of it to relate to themselves in a specific way. They 
would have to internalise the disciplines invoked by the surveillance, and therefore act in 
accordance with it. Therefore the inhabitants of the Panopticon are not only in the cells, but also in 
the tower looking over themselves and thereby exercising self-discipline
40
, “the inmates should be 
caught up in a power situation of which they are themselves the bearers
41”.  This is done when 
power is visible but unverifiable.  
As mentioned earlier, the Panopticon can be viewed as a machine in which power is produced. But 
according to Foucault, power is not situated in the person, but in “an arrangement whose internal 
mechanisms produce the relation in which individuals are caught up
42”, and it does not matter who 
the observers are, almost anybody could operate the machine, “the more numerous those 
anonymous and temporary observers are, the greater the risk for the inmate of being surprised and 
the greater his anxious awareness of being observed
43” And with the Panopticon, it is possible to 
see differences between the observed and thereby draw up classifications between people
44
.  
In this machine of power, force is not necessary in order to regulate behaviour. Bentham saw that 
there was no need for bars and chains, the fact that the inmates were visible at all times was enough: 
“He who is subjected to a field of visibility, and who knows it, assumes responsibility for the 
constraints of power; he makes them play spontaneously upon himself; he inscribes in himself the 
power relation in which he simultaneously plays both roles; he becomes the principle of his own 
subjection
45”, which means that the individual starts to govern himself. 
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Through the power that stems from the tower, the “director” of the institution in the tower will be 
able to alter the behaviour of the observed, and “impose of them the methods he thinks best46”, and 
it is due to the mechanisms of that power that the Panopticon can be viewed as a “laboratory of 
power
47”. It is the mechanisms of observations that gives the director the ability to “penetrate into 
men’s behaviour; knowledge follows the advances of power, discovering new objects of knowledge 
over all surfaces on which power is exercised
48”. 
 
An example of this is a plague-stricken town of the 17
th
 century, in which the citizens of the town 
was overlooked at any given time by “a considerable body of militia, commanded by good officers 
and men of substance, guards at the gates, at the town hall and in every quarter to ensure the 
prompt obedience of the people and the most absolute authority of the magistrate.
49”  At each street 
intentandts were present and the town gates had sentinels, all in order to keep surveillance of the 
entire town.  
This kind of surveillance is based on “permanent registration50”. At the beginning of this “lock up”, 
a list, with the name, sex and condition, was made of all of the citizens in the town. This list was 
given to the syndics, intendants and the town hall.  Everything that the syndic observed on his daily 
visits to the houses of his streets was then written down, read and passed on to the intendant, who 
then passed this on to the town hall. In this way, all the citizens were under constant registration. 
The magistrate then makes the decision regarding the treatment, if necessary.  
In this example, power is mobilised in order to fight back against the evilness of the plague. It 
makes itself “everywhere present and visible51” and it divides people up in different groups, “it 
constructs for a time what is both a counter-city and the perfect society; it imposes an ideal 
functioning, but one that is reduced… like the evil that it combats to a simple dualism of life and 
death
52”.  
But the Panopticon must not be reduced to a dream building, but rather to a “diagram of a 
mechanism of power, reduced to its ideal form; its functioning… must be represented as a pure 
architectural and optical system: it is in fact a figure of political technology that may and must be 
detached from any specific use
53”. The panoptic scheme can be used whenever certain behaviour is 
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to be imposed on a group of individuals and it “makes any apparatus of power more intense: it 
assures its economy… it assures efficacy by its preventative character54”.  
According to Foucault, the Panopticon scheme was “destined to spread throughout the social body; 
its vocation was to become a generalized function
55” and it should be put in place, not for the sake 
of power, but in order to “increase and multiply56” the social forces. The panoptic arrangement 
makes it possible for the disciplines, put in place within the Panopticon, to spread to the social 
body
57, “it programmes, at the level of an elementary and easily transferable mechanism, the basic 
functioning of a society penetrated through and through with disciplinary mechanisms”58. 
Panopticism is to be seen as a “new political anatomy whose object and end are not relations of 
sovereignty, but the relations of discipline
59”.  
These disciplines are not only at the hands of the state apparatus, “it is a type of power… 
comprising a whole set of instruments, techniques, procedures, levels of application, targets; it is a 
´physics´ or a ´anatomy´ of power, a technology
60”. These technologies of discipline can be taken 
over by institutions and authorities specialised within the topic
61
, meaning that it is not only the 
government who can produce knowledge, but also other experts within society. This correlates well 
with Foucault’s notion of genealogy, in which it states that in order to investigate human reality, the 
social and political context must be understood. Therefore the power and knowledge does not only 
stem from politicians but also from other social institutions, and it can therefore be said that society 
stretches from “the enclosed disciplines, a sort of social ´quarantine´ to an indefinitely 
generalizable mechanisms of ´panopticism´
62”.  
 
Erving Goffman 
George Herbert Mead was the “founder” of Symbolic Interactionism and many latter symbolic 
interactionists, like Herbert Blumer and Erving Goffman, were deeply inspired by his work. Mead 
was a poor writer, and his most famous work “Mind, Self and Society” are based on notes from his 
students
63. Mead developed the concept of the Self and according to him the Self is the: “…ability 
                                                        
54
 Foucault (1991) p. 12 
55
 Foucault (1991) p. 13 
56
 Foucault (1991) p. 14 
57
 Foucault (1991) p. 15 
58
 Foucault (1991) p. 14 
59
 Foucault (1991) p. 14 
60
 Foucault (1991) p. 21 
61
 Foucault (1991) p. 21 
62
 Foucault (1991) p. 22 
63
 Ritzer p. 356 
[19] 
 
to be both subject and object”64. This means that the Self presupposes communication; a social 
process. Therefore the Self is created and developed in social contact, but the development of the 
Self can continue without social contact
65
. Another important concept from Mead is the 
“Generalized Other”. In the development of the Self, taking on the attitude of a social group is 
crucial. Here man views himself from the social group’s perspective, and thereby learn what is 
expected of him
66
.    
Goffman and Stigma 
Within symbolic interactionism, Erving Goffman presented the most important work on the Self in 
1959: “Presentation of Self in Everyday Life”. Here his famous dramaturgy was first articulated. 
For Goffman the Self is not a: “…possession of the actor but rather … the product of the dramatic 
interaction between actor and the audience”67.  Here Goffman is influenced by Herbert Blumer. 
Blumer saw the Self as human beings being able to interact with one-self, recognize one-self and 
communicate with one-self.  The Self is a process and not a structure
68
. According to Blumer, the 
Self: “…allow human beings to act rather than simply respond to external stimuli”69. Goffman 
developed this notion further in his dramaturgy. “Because the self is a product of dramatic 
interaction, it is vulnerable to disruption during the performance”70. His dramaturgy is therefore 
concerned with the methods through which disruptions during the performance are controlled, 
contained or avoided.  
In 1963 the book “Stigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled Identity” was released. In this 
Goffman outlined Stigma as being the opposite of Normal
71; a “deeply discrediting attribute”72.  
The book “focuses on the dramaturgical interaction between stigmatized people and normals”73. 
Goffman outlined two main types of Stigma, discredited and discreditable. A discredited Stigma is 
an outer difference, e.g. a handicap or gender. A discreditable Stigma is an inner difference, e.g. 
sexual preference or mental illness. The interaction between the normal and the stigmatized 
depends on the type Stigma. For a person with a discredited Stigma: “…the basic dramaturgical 
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problem is managing the tension produced by the fact that people know of the problem”74. For a 
person with a discreditable Stigma: “…the dramaturgical problem is managing information so that 
the problem remains unknown to the audience”75.76 
Furthermore Goffman listed 3 types of Stigma; abominations of the body (physical malformation), 
blemish of character (e.g. dominating or unnatural passions) and tribal (e.g. race)
77
.   
A Stigma is relational and bounded to a certain social situation
78
. Think of various subcultures – 
wearing certain items (piercings etc.) will often be looked ill upon and stigmatized in one social 
situation; but in another social situation this certain “kit” is a requirement. Other Stigma, e.g. 
gender, is more than just bounded to a social situation; you can’t take off your gender like a 
piercing.  Therefore there is a difference if a Stigma is an outer or discredited difference like a 
handicap, race or gender, or an inner or discreditable difference like holding a certain political 
opinion. Religion can be viewed as both a discreditable and discredited Stigma; often religion will 
be a discreditable Stigma, but when one wears e.g. a cross, the Stigma also becomes discredited.  
Because Stigma is relational and socially bound, we are all stigmatized – there will always be a 
time or a situation where we “don’t fit in” and is thereby stigmatized.   
When Man first meets another person, he is able to “anticipate his category and attributes, his 
social identity”79. Human beings are typically not aware of doing this, but with this first impression, 
certain expectations arise for different people, and this characterization Goffman calls “virtual 
social identity”80. The attributes the characterized person actually holds are called “actual social 
identity”81. With the “virtual social identity” human beings are “reduced in our minds from a whole 
and usual person to a tainted, discounted one”82. It is the gap between the virtual and actual social 
identity Goffman describes as Stigma: “…constitutes a special discrepancy between virtual and 
actual social identity”83.  
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The conceptualization of Stigma  
In conceptualization the stigmatization process, this project will be based on the article 
“Conceptualizing Stigma” written by Bruce G. Link and Jo C. Phelan.  Here they identify 5 
components in the stigmatization process:  
1. Distinguishing and labelling differences 
2. Associating human differences with negative attributes 
3. Separating “us” from “them” 
4. Status loss and discrimination 
5. Stigma and Power 
 
1. Most of human differences are ignored and considered irrelevant; they are “…routinely (but not 
always) overlooked”84. Think of a person’s phone number, colour of the couch she own, the 
type of pots and pans in his kitchen etc.; such differences don’t make or break your relation 
with him/her.  Other differences like skin colour, type of clothing, education, gender or weight 
are differences you notice and differentiate people from. Why you notice specific differences is 
socially bound, and this categorization is almost taken-for-granted. It can be explained two-
folded; first the division of the outside world into categories, groups or boxes is a human 
trade
85
 to handle the confusing world we live in. To create these groups an oversimplification is 
needed – here broader characteristics such as “black”, “white”, “blind”, “handicapped” and/or 
“lawyer” is used. 
Second, what differences we notice and differentiate people from are highly connected to time 
and place. For example being pale and overweight was considered a status in earlier times, 
were as now, in 2012, being thin and tanned is the ideal appearance
86
.   
 
2. This component of stigmatization is about ascribing negative (or more negative) attributes to a 
individual or group. Here a label is combined with a negative stereotype. This could for example 
be a soldier diagnosed with PTSD. A soldier is often painted as a stereotypic notion of a tough 
and very masculine person. Having a mental disorder like PTSD doesn’t conform to the image 
most people have of a soldier simply because having a mental illness in most people’s eyes is 
weak and not masculine.   
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Connecting labels to stereotypes is often an automatic cognitive process that enables people to 
assign and distribute people into categories based on specific attributes. This automatic process 
provides people with a “gateway” or shorthand to quickly assess one another and thereby spend 
time on other matters than dealing with people’s attributes. It is a cost/benefit analysis that has 
become automatic and unconscious. 
87
 
 
3. The third component in the stigmatization process investigates and explains the separation of the 
“us” from “them”. Stigmatization or labelling based on race or nationality has a long history – 
think of Jew and Gipsy persecution/oppression/killing during the 2
nd
 World War. A quote from 
Benjamin Franklin illustrates how the English colonist saw the Dutch immigrants in 18
th
 century 
America: “Already the English begin to quit particular neighbourhoods, surrounded by the 
Dutch, being made uneasy by the disagreeableness of dissonant manners…Besides, the Dutch 
under-live, and are thereby enabled to under-work and under-sell the English who are thereby 
extremely incommoded and consequently disgusted”88. Here we get a sense of how the Dutch 
was looked upon and stigmatized for being Dutch. The next 100-150 years of immigration in 
America showed the same stigmatization based on nationality. After the Dutch, the Italians, the 
Irish etc. were also discriminated based on nationality.    
An important step in separating the “us” from “them” is when a person IS their negative 
attribute. Think of how we describe people with a Stigma; a person is autistic, handicapped, 
white and/or Jewish. The Stigma has been embedded in our language and has become 
unconscious, and the total fusion between the Stigma and identity is taken for granted.
89
    
 
4. This component is about status loss and discrimination in the stigmatization process. 
The loss of status is a direct consequence of the connection between the labelling and the 
negative stereotyping. Research
90
 has shown, that within small groups, external differences like 
gender and race shape social hierarchies. This could for example be if a group was asked to solve 
a simple task where the solution of the task had nothing to do with external differences of the 
group. The research showed, that when solving the task, men and whites were more likely to be 
heard than woman and blacks, and more likely to be voted group leader. The outer differences 
(man vs. woman etc.) had no importance when solving the task, yet these differences became 
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important within the group-dynamic.  This status loss, based on outer differences, took place on 
an unconscious level, with the group members taking part in the stigmatization process via 
multiple channels.
91
   
 
Discrimination in the stigmatization process can be divided into two categories; structural and 
individual. The structural discrimination are all kinds of structural barriers stigmatized 
individuals/groups meet; the disabled can have difficulty moving around in public spaces 
because of human made architecture, in hiring processes blind, blacks or woman can meet 
obstacles.  Structural discrimination can also be a lack of founding for care and treatment or 
placing difficulties in relation to treatment centres for e.g. metal illness. In cases dealing with the 
placing of treatment facilities, the NIMBY (Not In My BackYard
92
) syndrome kicks in.  
The individual discrimination is a “one on one” discrimination where person A discriminates 
person B based on a difference.
93
 
 
5. It takes power to stigmatize - economic, social and political. The role power has in the 
stigmatization process is routinely overlooked, but power never the less has a significant role. 
The examples mentioned earlier all involve power – think of the Benjamin Franklin quote where 
the English colonists used social power to separate themselves from the Dutch immigrants. 
Another example could be in distributing founding to treatment for e.g. PTSD - here both 
political and economic power plays an obvious role. 
94
  
                                                        
91
 Link & Pheland p. 371 
92
 Explained in: ”Understanding and Overcoming the NIMBY Syndrome” written by Michael Dear. It is a syndrome 
saying that people recognize the necessity of e.g. a mental hospital, but they do not want it close to where they live (not 
in my backyard)  
93
 Link & Pheland p. 372-375 
94
 Link & Pheland p. 375-376 
[24] 
 
Analysis 
This project has chosen to investigate the discourse surrounding the 9/11 attacks in America. This is 
done because of the belief that the attacks changed the discourse surrounding the perception of 
threats in America.  
 
9/11 Speech 
9/11 became a day all Americans, and most people around the world, will remember forever. Most 
people can answer the question: “where were you when the World Trade Centre were hit?” with 
scary precision. 9/11 was an event that choked not only America but also the rest of the world. That 
America took a hit right in the epicentre became the astonishing beginning of a new era, the era of 
War on Terror.  
 
On the night of September 11
th
 2001, President Bush spoke to the American people from the Oval 
Office in the White House. A setting, which has previously been used by Presidents to announce 
important changes in America, was again used by a President to articulate a response to a horrifying 
event. 
In the speech, President Bush makes a clear distinction between America and the terrorists who 
attacked America, and he makes it clear what America stands as something opposed to the 
terrorists. In the speech Bush portrays America as a strong country with a great people; America is 
“the brightest beacon for freedom and opportunity in the world95”. In the time of great despair, 
Bush creates a sense of belonging for all Americans with this unification by the use of language, 
and especially the word “Freedom”. All Americans have a special relationship to the word 
freedom
96
; from the first Pilgrims that left Europe to pursue freedom to practise their religion, to the 
present day fear of “big government”. By referring to this tale, Bush starts the consolidating of the 
“us” in the stigmatization process. Here Bush links the notion of BEING American to the practising 
of freedom. To further unify the American people, Bush states: “This is a day when all Americans 
from every walk of life unite in our resolve for justice and peace. America has stood down enemies 
before, and we will do so this time
97”. Here Bush uses an old trick to create cohesion in the “us”; he 
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takes a walk down memory lane by referring to America’s status a surviving nation that has out-
manoeuvred previous enemies, and are be able do this again.  
 
Bush also consolidates the “them” in his speech. An important factor in the separation of the “us” 
and “them” is the association between an attribute and a person’s/group’s identity. When Bush 
states that the terrorist ARE “…evil, the very worst of human nature98”, the attribute(s) becomes 
identical with the terrorists, and thereby something apart from being an American. Here one of 
Goffman’s three types of Stigma, blemish of character, can be identified. This is further shown in 
one of the most important statements in the speech: “We will make no distinction between the 
terrorists who committed these acts and those who harbor them
99”.  Here the “them” is broadened 
out to not just including terrorist who acted, but also those who harbour and help them.  
 
This project views this speech as an important component of the panoptic scheme and the 
stigmatization process. As said earlier, Bush makes very clear distinctions between America and the 
enemy, “us” and “them”. It is with the words he uses to define the enemy that helps internalise this 
new threat. The words Bush uses to tell the story about America and Americans are words used 
before; i.e. by Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1941, John F. Kennedy in 1961 and George H. W. Bush in 
1990. When telling the story with the same words as these giants of the past, Bush reinstates the 
values and principles of being American and the necessary steps to be taken, thereby producing 
knowledge that the population know how to act from now on.  
With this, the stigmatization process also begins, even though Bush does not state who the 
particularly enemy is, it is made clear that those responsible are people who cannot be trusted and 
must be defeated. The stigmatization process is further and more explicitly begun in the 
congressional speech Bush held on the 20
th
 of September 2001.  
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Congressional Speech 
When President Bush gave his congressional speech on the 20
th
 of September 2001, 9 days had 
pasted since 9/11. Before Congress and the American people, Bush was obligated to give a speech 
that should now, more than ever, unify the nation.  
 
Bush starts off with a historical point of departure: “Americans have known wars, but for the past 
136 years they have been wars on foreign soil, except for one Sunday in 1941. Americans have 
known the casualties of war, but not at the centre of a great city on a peaceful morning
100”. Here 
Bush aligns the attack on Pearl Harbor on the 7
th
 of December 1941, “…a date which will live in 
infamy”101, with the resent attacks. By doing this, he creates the same sense of cohesion and unity as 
Pearl Harbor created. The similarities between the two events, and the meaning they both created 
for Americans, are striking. Both events have gotten a specific glow, a turning point for America. In 
1941, Pearl Harbor meant that America entered the 2
nd
 World War, a war that revolved around the 
theme of freedom. In 2001, 9/11 meant the beginning of the War on Terror, and again a fight for 
freedom. 
 
In the congressional speech, Bush reveals that the terrorists who conducted the 9/11 attacks have 
been identified as the organization Al Qaeda. Bush makes the following statement about the 
organization: “Al Qaeda is to terror what the Mafia is to crime. But its goal is not making money, 
its goal is remaking the world and imposing its radical beliefs on people everywhere
102”. The 
associating between Al Qaeda and the Mafia, a long lasting enemy of American values, is by this 
project viewed as genius. The Mafia is something graspable with a lot of negative association 
attached to it; deviousness, murders and corrupted etc. Al Qaeda on the other hand is a whole new 
kind of enemy, an ungraspable one. But by associating the two, Al Qaeda becomes graspable and 
easier for the Americans to deal with.  
 
Bush then goes on to explain about the practise of the terrorist group, stating that it “…practice a 
fringe form of Islamic extremism that has been rejected by Muslim scholars and the vast majority of 
Muslim clerics; a fringe movement that perverts the peaceful teachings of Islam
103”. By doing this, 
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Bush states that the group is an extreme version of Islam and that the group have misinterpreted the 
religion. He then states that Muslims around the world is not the enemy: “The enemy of America is 
not our many Muslim friends. It is not our many Arab friends. Our enemy is a radical network of 
terrorists and every government that supports them
104”. Bush needs to make a clear distinction 
between Al Qaeda and Muslims in general in order not to suffer politically. If Bush had made clear 
similarities between the terrorist that conducted the 9/11 attacks and Muslims in general, it would 
not only be a great insult the Muslim allies of America, but it could potentially create tension 
between American and other non-Muslim allies.  
By declaring the difference between Al Qaeda and Muslims around the world, Bush is trying to 
make it clear that Muslims in general are not the enemy. But when he at the same time mentions 
different Muslim countries in which al Qaeda is present, “There are thousands of these terrorists in 
more than 60 countries
105” he makes this distinction difficult as Muslims are linked to the attacks.  
 
Al Qaeda is linked to the Taliban regime in Afghanistan, where the terror organization is believed 
to have safe-haven as well as training facilities. To Bush, the Taliban regime represents the 
complete opposite of America: an anti-free country where: “A man can be jailed…if his beard is not 
long enough”106. With this quote Bush illustrates the preposterous regime in Afghanistan, a 
complete contrast to America where every man is free to decide something as individual as the 
length of his beard. He further notes: “Their leaders are self-appointed. They hate our freedoms: 
our freedom of religion, our freedom of speech, our freedom to vote and assemble and disagree 
with each other
107”. Again the word “freedom” and its connotations become important in the 
separation between “us” and “them”. 
 
In the speech, Bush also makes room for the comparison between the “them” and previous enemies 
of America and the world, “fascism, Nazism and totalitarianism”108. Too most Americans, and the 
rest of the world, what happened in Spain under Franco, in Germany under Hitler and in Russia 
under Stalin, are examples horrific regimes. So when comparing the terrorists and its supporter to 
those kinds of regimes, Busk makes it clear that something must be done in order to prevent the 
victory of this enemy.  
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He goes on to state that: “The United States respects the people of Afghanistan -- after all, we are 
currently its largest source of humanitarian aid -- but we condemn the Taliban regime
109“. This is 
another way of trying to distinct between the real enemy and the Muslims in general. When saying 
this, he makes it absolutely clear that it is not the population of Afghanistan, but the Taliban regime 
America is trying to defeat.   
 
To further contrast the “us” and “them”, Bush demands that countries worldwide make the decision: 
“Either you are with us or you are with the terrorists110”. This famous quote draws a hard line in 
the sand between “us” and “them”. “Us” is not just Americans; “us” is the democratic and 
respectable countries around the world that stand on America’s side in the fight against terror: “This 
is the world's fight. This is civilization's fight. This is the fight of all who believe in progress and 
pluralism, tolerance and freedom
111”. By using the word “civilization”, Bush immediately links 
this current fight to Huntington´s “Clash of Civilizations”112 and the discourse surrounding the 
book. And by further stating that America will need the help of nations around the world: “nations 
from Latin America to Asia to Africa to Europe to the Islamic world
113”, Bush makes a clear 
distinction between the geographically spheres of Africa or Asia and the civilization of the Islamic 
world.   
 
Overall this congressional speech, given by Bush only 9 days after 9/11, plays an important role in 
the American perception of the threat in front of them. Within the panoptic scheme, President Bush 
is viewed as the “director” and the government has gathered different kind of knowledge of the 
attacks, and the results are presented in the speech. Power is stemming from the government to the 
population, in that it provides the population with the knowledge it needs, and thereby encouraging 
the population to act in a certain way. In order to keep in line with Foucault’s notion of power, it is 
important to note that this is not done in an oppressive way but in a productive way, so that the 
population will be able to act in the best way possible for them selves and for America. By 
separating the “us” and “them”, and illuminating which values are attached to each category, Bush 
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deepens the stigmatization process. It is clear who are the bad guys and who are the good guys, and 
the attributes associated with the terrorists are very negative. 
 
US Patriot Act  
With the statements by Bush: “We will come together to give law enforcement the additional tools it 
needs to track down terror here at home
114”, and “We will come together to strengthen our 
intelligence capabilities to know the plans of terrorists before they act and to find them before they 
strike
115” the first steps towards the Patriot Act is taken. 
On the 26th of October 2001, “The US Patriot Act: Preserving life and Liberty” was passed by a 
majority in both the US senate (98-1) and the US House of Representatives (357-66)
116
. The Act 
was passed in order to prevent future terrorist attacks, as the name US PATRIOT Act stands for: 
“Uniting and Strengthening America by Providing Appropriate Tool Required to Intercept and 
Obstruct Terrorism”.  
The US Patriot Act “…allows law enforcement to use surveillance against more crimes of 
terror
117”. Before the Act, investigators could investigate “…some, but not all, of the crimes that 
terrorists often commit
118”. This meant that crimes often associated with terrorism could not be 
investigated and after 9/11 this became a major problem. To overcome this, the Act allowed 
investigators to gather information on a wide range of areas defined as relating to terrorism: 
“…chemical weapons offenses, the use of weapons of mass destruction, killing Americans, and 
terrorism financing
119”. The Act further allowed investigators to use roving wiretaps in order to 
keep up with the ever-moving terrorists who are “…sophisticated and trained to thwart surveillance 
by rapidly changing locations and communication devices such as cell phones
120”. The Act 
moreover allows for the law enforcers “…to delay for a limited time when the subject is told that a 
judicially-approved search warrant has been executed
121”. This is done in order to avoid the 
terrorists to be tipped off and to “…eliminate immediate threats to our communities and coordinate 
the arrests of multiple individuals without tipping them off beforehand
122”. The Act also allows for 
investigator to obtain business records, in order to, for instance, investigate support to terrorism or 
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to find out who have bought material to produce bombs. Previously this was only permitted if the 
grand jury agreed to the necessity, but with the Patriot Act the federal courts were now allowed to 
give permission to the investigators.  
 
The second part of the US Patriot Act “…facilitated information sharing and cooperation among 
government agencies so that they can better connect the dots
123´”. Basically the Act removes the 
legal barriers that “…prevented the law enforcement, intelligence, and national defend communities 
from talking and coordinating their work to protect the American people and our national 
security
124”.  
The third part of the US Patriot Act was made “…to reflect new technologies and new threats125” – 
in other words to update the law to meet the new obstacles. Before the Act, investigators needed to 
obtain warrants in the specific district were a search was conducted. But since “…modern terrorism 
investigations often span a number of districts, and officers therefore had to obtain multiple 
warrants in multiple jurisdictions, creating unnecessary delays
126”, this was changed so that 
investigators could obtain a warrant in any given district regardless of where it would be executed if 
the crime was related to terrorism.  
The fourth part of the US Patriot Act revolved around the punishment for those who commit 
terrorism, “…both at home and abroad127”. The Act prohibited the harbouring of terrorists, 
enhanced the penalties for crimes “…likely to be committed by terrorists128”, and also enhancing a 
“…number of conspiracy penalties129”, such as “…punishes terrorist attacks on mass transit 
systems, punishes bioterrorists and eliminates the statutes of limitations for certain terrorism 
crimes and lengthens them for other terrorist crimes
130”. 
The Act also extended the role of the Attorney General: “Congress has granted the Attorney 
General the power to investigate not only acts of terrorism but most acts of violence against public 
officers and property
131”. 
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The US Patriot Act has received both praise and criticism. The critics of the Act view it as 
unconstitutional in that it “…restricts American citizens’ civil liberties132”. The First Amendment 
states that Congress cannot create laws that infringes “…the freedom of speech, or of the press; or 
the right of people peaceably to assemble
133”. According to John W. Whitehead, section 411 of the 
Patriot Act, “Definition Relating to Terrorism”134, is in violation to the US Constitution: “Parts of 
the Patriot Act explicitly allow determinations to be made based on an individual’s beliefs or 
speech
135”. The First Amendment is also violated with Section 215 of the US Patriot Act, called 
“Access to records and other items under the foreign intelligence surveillance act136”. The Section 
allows seizures of business records, computer systems etc., if the Attorney General believes that this 
would further “…an investigation to protect against terrorism or clandestine intelligence 
activities
137”. The Section furthermore prohibits “…persons from disclosing that they have any 
knowledge of such seizures
138”. According to John W. Whitehead this mean that “…the owners and 
officers of the business are gagged from disclosing that they have been the subject of an FBI search 
and seizure, presumably including disclosures to the media. Moreover, the court issuing the 
subpoena is prohibited from disclosing the purpose of the order
139”.  
 
Other parts of the US Constitution have, according to John W. Whitehead, also been violated with 
the US Patriot Act. The Fourth Amendment states: “The right of the people to be secure in their 
persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be 
violated, and no warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation, 
and particularly describing the place to be searched, and the persons or things to be seized
140”, but 
with the US Patriot Act, this is, according to John W. Whitehead, no longer secure. 
 
Before the US Patriot Act, The Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act allowed wiretappings upon 
probable cause if the target “…is a foreign power or an agent of a foreign power´141” but with the 
US Patriot Act ”…foreign intelligence need not be the purpose of investigations seeking orders 
                                                        
132
 Whitehead, p. 1083 
133
 http://www.law.cornell.edu/constitution/first_amendment 10/12 2012 12.28 
134
 US Patriot Act, p. 345 
135
 Whitehead, p.1098 
136
 US Patriot Act p. 287 
137
  Whitehead, p. 1100 
138
 Whitehead, p. 1100 
139
 Whitehead, p. 1100 
140
 http://www.law.cornell.edu/constitution/fourth_amendment 10/12 2012 12.49 
141
 Whitehead, p. 1103 
[32] 
 
under the Act, but merely a significant purpose
142´”. The change from probable to significant cause 
allows for both U.S. citizens and residents to be victims of surveillance as well
143
, thereby no longer 
“…being secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects144”.  
 
These are just some of the points of the Act which has been criticized as being unconstitutional, but 
the name of the Act, “Uniting and Strengthening America by Providing Appropriate Tool Required 
to Intercept and Obstruct Terrorism”, indicates that the government views the means provided by 
this Act as necessary in order to protect America against terrorist, even though some of these tools 
can be viewed as unconstitutional.  
 
This project views the Patriot Act as the legal metaphor for the panoptic scheme in America after 
9/11, as it was also seen in the Italian town, explained by Foucault in “Surveiller et punir: 
Naissance de la prison”. It allows for Americans to be monitored, and for business records to be 
obtained. By having these kinds of laws, it makes the power “…visible, but unverifiable145”, and 
therefore the disciplinary mechanisms, and the knowledge produced, stemming from the 
government becomes internalised by the population.  
 
With the two speeches and the US Patriot Act, this project sees great similarities between America 
after 9/11 and the Italian town Foucault writes about in “Surveiller et punir: Naissance de la 
prison”. In the Italian town they fought against the evil of the plague as opposed to the evil 
terrorists in today’s society. And in order to fight back, surveillance had to be set up so that the evil 
could be stopped. In the Italian town it was physically overlooking the citizens of the town. This 
could be equalised with the new surveillance laws enacted by the Patriot Act. Even though the 
population in America is not overlooked by intendants everyday as the citizens in the Italian city 
were, the laws provide federal investigators with the opportunity to surveillance the population 
using technological techniques. As stated by Foucault,  “He who is subjected to a field of visibility, 
and who knows it, assumes responsibility for the constraints of power; he makes them play 
spontaneously upon himself; he inscribes in himself the power relation in which he simultaneously 
plays both roles; he becomes the principle of his own subjection
146”, and therefore the population in 
Americas will start to surveillance themselves, thereby “becomes the principle of his own 
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subjection”, and act in accordance to the way the knowledge they receive from different 
institutions. 
The third and final resemblance that this project finds between the Italian town and America today 
is the passing of information. In the Italian town the information gathered by the intendant who 
went to the town hall, so that the highest authority could decide what to do next. With the Patriot 
Act this was also made possible in America. FBI and CIA can now share information to a degree 
that they could not do before, and the authorities, like the President and Attorney General, have 
gained more power, in order to act in the best way they think fit.  
 
NSS 2002 
When the National Security Strategy of 2002 was published just one year after the terrorist attacks, 
there was an emphasis on terror, and how this should be dealt with. Since the creation of the 
National Security Council in 1947 by President Truman, the council’s number one job has been to 
advise the President of the United States on military and foreign policy issues
147
. Every fourth year 
the council publishes a strategy for the National Security.  
 
From the start of the report there is made distinctions between states: America is a country of 
freedom that will help everybody in their struggles against terror and other great dangers of the 
world. China and Russia are countries that are changing, after having acknowledged that freedom 
etc. will allow their citizens to prosper and their economy to grow. And then there are the fragile 
states, like Afghanistan, that poses a threat to the rest of the world and where terrorist and drug 
cartels are able to prosper
148
.  
 
When talking about terrorist, the American government will“make no distinction between terrorists 
and those who knowingly harbor or provide aid to them”149. This can be seen as a clear distinction 
between “us” and “them”; either you help us or you help them. It is also stated that “progress will 
come through the persistent accumulation of successes—some seen, some unseen.150” This can be 
seen as a warning to those helping, or acting out terrorism. It is also stated that the investigation and 
fight against terrorism will not only happen on foreign grounds, but also in America: “Centred on a 
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new Department of Homeland Security and including a new unified military command and a 
fundamental reordering of the FBI, our comprehensive plan to secure the homeland encompasses 
every level of government and the cooperation of the public and the private sector.
151”  
This is later developed on, by stating: “Since the threats inspired by foreign governments and 
groups may be conducted inside the United States, we must also ensure the proper fusion of 
information between intelligence and law enforcement” 152. By stating this, it is made clear that 
America and its population also will be under investigation. The threat, explained in the two 
speeches held by Bush, is evident and therefore Americans must also be investigated in order to 
protect the American values and prevent future attacks.  
 
Throughout the report there is time and time again made a clear distinction between friends and 
enemies. The American government will work together with states and non-state actors who are 
willing to act against terrorism, but the actors that do not agree to the American views on this, will 
be seen as an enemy.   
 
The knowledge which is produced with the speeches from Bush, the NSS report of 2002 makes it 
clear who the enemy is and how this enemy must be combated. It also makes it clear what the 
American people can do in order to help protect the values that they hold dear. The enemy is being 
portrayed as evil and as someone against everything American stands for.  
NSS 2006  
In 2006, America is still fighting the War on Terror, and with the terror attacks in Madrid in 2004 
and London in 2005, it is clear that the war is still not over. Therefore the NSS of 2006 puts great 
emphasis on the need for the War on Terror.  
In the preface to the National Security Strategy of 2006, President Bush has the possibility to give 
his view on things. He states that the War on Terror is still on-going and that the war keeps 
“…promoting freedom as an alternative to tyranny and despair153”. Again the key word in Bush’s 
statement is freedom, democracy and human dignity
154
. 
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Bush further states: “America now faces a choice between the path of fear and the path of 
confidence. The path of fear – isolationism and protectionism, retreat and retrenchment – appeals 
to those who find our challenges to great and fail to see our opportunities. Yet History teaches that 
every time American leaders have taken this path, the challenges have only increased in the missed 
opportunities have left future generations less secure
155”. By stating this, Bush clearly states that 
America has to choose the right path, the path he suggests, in order to defeat this new enemy. If 
Americans follow the advice of Bush and his administration, America will be able to make the 
world a better and safer place, and prevent future attacks. For the American identity, being the 
“beacon for freedom” is very important; therefore they need to position them as representing the 
“path of confidence”. Again the rhetoric revolves around two opposite poles – the path of fear and 
the path of confidence.  
 
Latter in the NSS, the different successes and challenges so far in relation to the War on Terror is 
addressed. It is emphasised that Al-Qaeda no longer has a safe haven in Afghanistan, and that the 
group has been significantly degraded. Furthermore it is stated that countries that were earlier 
considered part of the problem is now part of the solution, and the US Patriot Act has been 
implemented in order to “…promote our security while also protecting our fundamental 
liberties
156“. This is said in order for the government to respond to critiques, saying that the US 
Patriot Act is unconstitutional.  
The challenges stated in the NSS are that terrorist networks have become less centralized, but not 
all of these small cells have been stopped. These cells are trying to get weapons of mass destruction 
and they must therefore be stopped. The last thing mentioned about the challenges is that states like 
Syria and Iran are still harbouring terrorists and sponsoring the groups abroad.  
In order overcome the challenges, America will need to use “…military force and other instruments 
of national power to kill or capture the terrorists
157”. By stating this it is clear that force is 
necessary in order to combat the terrorists, and if it is not used, the terrorists will win the war. 
 
The War on Terror is in the NSS defined as a “…battle of ideas158”. Again there is great emphasis 
on the ideational character of the War on Terror. It is not just a fight against evil imbued in 
terrorists, but a war against what the terrorists stand for. Throughout the report, whenever War on 
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Terror is mentioned, there is emphasis on the necessity of this war, in order to defend the values 
America holds dear and prevent future attacks. The discourse about the war for freedom is upheld 
and justified by playing on the perception of fear that the American people have. A phrase like 
“battle of ideas” has clear traces back to the “war” against communism that defined American 
identity for so many years. 
 
In the NSS 2006 it is repeated that this is not a war against Islam in general, only a war against 
those who practise the “infringed form” of the religion. But by mentioning the religious affiliation 
of the terrorist – Islam – the Stigma sticking to being a Muslim is upheld. Since religion is defined 
as both a discredited and discreditable Stigma, all Muslims are stigmatised and seen as the enemy.     
 
The basic structures from the NSS 2002 is upheld, and the NSS 2006 makes it clear that the 
strategies of the NSS 2002 and the US Patriot Act, but there is still much to be done and America 
cannot take a backseat to this fight.  
The NSS 2006 is contributing to the panoptic scheme lay out after 9/11. The knowledge which is 
being produced in the document, is that the enemy is still out there and attacking all around the 
world, and therefore the threat has not been defeated, hence Americans need to live up to the 
expectations from the government in order to fight the terrorists.  
NSS 2010 
Since the NSS in 2006, the administration in America has shifted. The President is now Barack 
Obama. During his 2008 campaign, Obama was very much a representative for an anti-Bush 
movement. But even though he could be seen as an opposite to President Bush, the tone is still 
somewhat the same in the NSS 2010 as it was in 2006.  
 
The War on Terror is to be viewed as “…right and just”159, which means that even though there is a 
new administration in the White House, the feelings towards the war is the same. The war is still 
necessary and must be fought to the end: “This engagement is no end in itself”160. This indicates 
that the war did not stop with the invasion of Afghanistan and must continue until the end is 
reached, and every terrorist in the world is stopped. America must not end the war until the threat is 
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gone, because “…we are bound be a creed that has guided us home, and served as a beacon to the 
world”161. 
 
Where terrorism was considered the gravest threat to American in the two previous NSS, weapons 
of mass destruction, chemical weapons and cyber-attacks etc.
 162
, is in the 2010 NSS described more 
thoroughly. This could indicate that these threats were not equalized with the threat of terrorism, but 
considered important.  
The contrast between America and the terrorists are explained in the NSS: “…while violent 
extremists seek to destroy, we will make clear our intention to build”163. By stating this, the “us” 
and “them” is again consolidated. The terrorists only seek to destroy, whereas America will build. 
Again, two words build and destroy, consolidate the opposites (“us” and “them”), and the 
connotations that are fixed to the words become equal with the two sides. 
 
The knowledge that stems from this document is that the war is still not over, and in order to 
prevent future attacks and make safer place to live in, America must continue to the fight. The 
document further internalises the perception of the threat, since it again tells the American people 
that the terrorist are trying to shatter the world as opposed to America who are trying to rebuild it.  
Save Our State Amendment 
The Patriot is not the only legal step taken towards controlling and dealing with the attacks on 9/11. 
In the midterm elections in 2010, the “Save Our State Amendment” was passed with an 
overwhelming 70.08 % in Oklahoma
164. The Amendment: “…amended the Oklahoma Constitution 
to specifically forbid Oklahoma judges from using international or “Shariah Law” in any state 
court decision”165. The Amendment never came into function – a Muslim citizen filed a suit arguing 
that the Amendment “…constrained his ability to “execute valid wills, assert religious liberty 
claims under the Oklahoma Religious Freedom Act, and enjoy equal access to the state judicial 
system”166. A federal district judge in Oklahoma agreed with the suit, and issued a permanent 
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injunction
167
. Later, “The Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals unanimously affirmed”168, asserting that 
the Amendment did not identify any actual problem
169
.   
 
Why did the appellants of “the Safe Our State Amendment” even suggest such an amendment when 
less that 1% of the population in Oklahoma is Muslim
170
? The fear of Muslims influence in 
America seems as not correlating with the actual Muslim influence. What is important here is the 
perception of the threat of Muslim influence embodied in a fear of Sharia. This is illustrated by the 
following comment by State Senator Anthony Sykes: “Sharia law coming to the U.S. is a scary 
concept … Hopefully the passage of this constitutional amendment will prevent it in Oklahoma”171.  
 
The passing of the amendment with over 70% of the votes and the mentioned statement from State 
Senator Anthony Sykes, illustrates the discourse of threats after 9/11, and particularly the fear of 
Muslims is still evident in 2010. By law Stigma is normalised and legalised as it is the case here. 
The important fact in this case is not that a federal judge ruled the Amendment unconstitutional, but 
that the Amendment was passed at all – and that with 70%. Furthermore, the statement from State 
Senator Anthony Sykes illustrates the political and social power needed in the stigmatization 
process.     
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International Law 
Since the late 1920s, international law has prohibited the use of force with the exception of self-
defence
172
. This was reinstated in the UN Charter in 1945, and has been enforced by the UN 
Security Council in order to keep peace and security in the world after two horrible world wars. 
Article 2(4) in the UN Charter states: “All Members shall refrain in their international relations 
from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any 
state, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations
173”. This 
basically means that no member state has the right to attack another member state, unless the 
attacking member state invokes its right to self-defence. This is stated in Article 51 in the UN 
charter: “Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or collective 
self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations, until the Security 
Council has taken measures necessary to maintain international peace and security. Measures 
taken by Members in the exercise of this right of self-defence shall be immediately reported to the 
Security Council and shall not in any way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security 
Council under the present Charter to take at any time such action as it deems necessary in order to 
maintain or restore international peace and security
174”.  
 
With the statement from President Bush where he made it clear that America will make no 
difference between those who harbour and those who act in relation to terrorists
175
, and further with 
his congressional speech where he stated that the Taliban regime in Afghanistan was supporting Al 
Qaeda in the country, America invoked their right to attack Afghanistan under the pretence of self-
defence. America invoked this right on the 7
th
 of October, with a letter send to the UN Security 
Council
176
, when it invaded Afghanistan. 
 
The resolutions made by the Security Council is viewed here as a part of the discourse from which 
the perception of threat, and how the threat should be tackled, is stemming. 
 
On the 12
th
 of September 2001, the UN Security Council adopted Resolution 1368, in which it is 
stated that the UN Security Council recognizes America’s “…inherent right of individual or 
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collective self-defence in accordance with the Charter” and that it condemns the action of the 
terrorists and therefore will participate in the fight against them by taking “…all necessary steps to 
respond to the terrorist attacks on 11 September 2001”. With this resolution, the American 
government had the support of the UN to go to war with Afghanistan. The paradox here is the fact 
that the UN Security Council main purpose
177
 is to maintain peace and security in the world does 
not correlated with its acceptance of the war against Afghanistan. The acceptance sends the 
message, and thereby knowledge, that this enemy is so grave and violent, that action must be taken, 
that and war is the right action. 
On the 28
th
 of September Resolution 1373 was adopted, in which the Security Council stated what 
actions it expects of the member states.  There is a need for cutting of economic support for any 
kind to terrorism, and countries who allows for terrorist to live in their country needs to stop this; all 
member states “…shall refrain from any support, active or passive…” 
 
In the beginning of October 2001, America invaded Afghanistan
178
 as the first active step in the 
War on Terrorism.  In Resolution 1378 from the 14
th
 of November 2001, the UN Security Council 
backs up Americas actions by stating that the UN Security Council condemns “…the Taliban for 
allowing Afghanistan to be used as a base for the export of terrorism by the Al Qaeda network and 
other terrorist groups…”. This is further backed up by Resolution 1390, adopted on the 16th of 
January 2002, in which it is stated that all member states must take upon different measures, like 
freezing financial assets and preventing entry into their territories, in the fight against Osama Bin 
Laden and Al Qaeda. 
 
These are just some of the adopted resolutions made by the UN Security Council on this topic, and 
they all played an important role in the perception of threats in America. The knowledge that stems 
from these resolutions is that the War on Terrorism was/is justified, and that America has support in 
this matter from the UN. When the UN Security Council’s respond to the actions made by the 
terrorists is to acknowledge the right to self-defence and to back America up in the war against 
Afghanistan, even though the UN Charter states that the UN Security Council is to maintain peace 
and security, then it tells the American people that the enemy is so grave that a war is necessary. 
This further reinforces the message send by the American government. Therefore the perception of 
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this new enemy as a great threat to national and international security is further internalised by the 
American people with the adoption of these and other resolutions.  
 
These resolutions also play a role in the creation of the “us” and “them”. Throughout the resolutions 
it is stated who the UN Security Council supports, and in most of the resolutions it is stated that the 
UN Security Council expects member states to act in a certain way. This could indicate that 
member states that do not act this way will be looked upon as part of the problem instead as a part 
of the solution.  
 
The resolutions made by the UN Security Council in the months after the 9/11 attacks are viewed as 
having played an important role in the internalisation and perception of threats. This is done by 
backing up the statements made by the American government and the knowledge created here. 
Members of the UN must act in accordance with the resolutions, or else they will be part of the 
problem. The knowledge send forth by the American government is by the UN viewed as valid and 
justifiable, since the UN Security Council has adopted several resolutions reimbursing their support.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[42] 
 
Experts 
As explained earlier, Foucault’s notion of genealogy states that in order to investigate human reality 
the social and political context must be examined. This correlates well with his notion of 
panopticism, in which knowledge does not only stem from the state, but also from other experts in 
the society. In this chapter some of these experts will be investigated in order to see what 
knowledge other institutions have created, and thereby played an important role in the 
internalisation and perception of threats. As with the political context, these documents will also be 
investigated in the light of the stigmatisation process.  
 
Public experts and commentators 
After 9/11, America was in shock. The attacks were a devastating blow and the beginning of a new 
era. On September 12, 2001, one prominent conservative commentator
179
, Ann Coulter, put down in 
writing, in National Review Online, the agony and anger she felt: “We should invade their 
countries, kill their leaders, and convert them to Christianity. We weren’t punctilious about 
locating and punishing only Hitler and his top officers. We carpet-bombed German cities; we killed 
civilian. That´s war. And this is war”180.  Besides being an extremely aggressive statement, at least 
three things can be deduced from it. First of all she concludes that the attacks mean war and the rule 
of war counts – killing civilians, leaders and invading countries etc. Second, she ranks this war 
alongside the 2
nd
 World War. She mentions Hitler and thereby draws strings from the discourse 
surrounding the 2
nd
 World War to the 9/11 attacks, and equalizes the terrorists that conducted the 
attacks with Hitler and his top officers. She uses the language to illustrate the nature of the attacks, 
and she probes the public to relate to 9/11 the same way they related to the 2
nd
 World War. Thirdly, 
she makes a clear distinction between Americans as being Christians, and the attackers as non-
Christian. By this she is helping the separation of the “us” and the “them”, and further makes it 
clear that this is about religion and belonging to the right religion.        
 
One month after 9/11, Richard Cohen, American columnist, wrote in the Washington Post: “One 
hundred per cent of the terrorists involved in the Sept. 11 mass murder were Arabs. Their 
accomplices, if any, were probably Arabs too, or at least Muslims. Ethnicity and religion are the 
very basis of their movement. It hardly makes sense, therefore, to ignore that fact and, say, give 
Swedish au pair girls heading to the United States the same scrutiny as Arabs men coming from the 
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Middle East”181. Again, there is made a clear distinction between “us” and “them”, and this 
statement gives the Americans “permission” to conduct themselves according to this and in their 
everyday life unconsciously take this separation into account. Religion is at the centre of the 
statement and religion is an attribute that is negatively associated with “them”. 
After it became known that the 9/11 attackers were Muslim, religion became one of the centre 
points of the discourse surrounding the event. The following statements illustrate that distinguishing 
“us” and “them” on the basis of religion and ethnicity became sound and valid.  
- Chuck Colson in the Wall Street Journal, June 24, 2002: “Those who take the Koran seriously 
are taught to hate the Christian and the Jew; lands taken from Islam must be recaptured. And 
to the Islamist, dying in a jihad is the only way one can be assured of Allah’s forgiveness and 
eternal salvation”182. 
- Senator Saxby Chambliss, Republican from Georgia:”…arrest every Muslim that comes across 
the state line”183. 
- Attorney General John Ashcroft: “Islam is a religion in which God requires you to send your 
son to die for him. Christianity is a faith in which God sends his son to die for you”.184  
- Representative John Cooksey of Louisiana: “If I see someone come in that’s got a diaper on his 
head, and a fan belt wrapped around that diaper on his head, that guy needs to be pulled 
over”185. 
 
The first quote is from Chuck Colson, who was Special Counsel to President Nixon, a part of the 
Watergate scandal, and was a public commentator. The next quote is from the Republican member 
of Congress, Senator Saxby Chambliss. The next statement is from the American Attorney General. 
And the last quote is from another Republican member of Congress, John Cooksey. They all have 
in common that they embodied social and/or political power, and thereby their statements have a 
certain weight. Especially the Attorney General’s statement is striking. With the US Patriot Act he 
gain extended remedy and with this statement is could seem like John Ashcroft is biased towards 
Islam and Muslims which could led him to, unconsciously, make decisions based on these biases.  
The last quote is also striking. John Cooksey links the already discreditable Stigma of being a 
Muslim to the discredited Stigma of wearing a Keffiyeh186.        
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After 9/11, the focus on ethnicity and religion in relation to airport security became a major issue. 
Professor Jonathon Turley of George Washington University Law School spoke about this in a NPR 
radio broadcast on February 12, 2002: “There are 40 million people that travel by air in this 
country. We cannot stop each one of them and make an individualized determination of risk. We 
have to develop some type of profile. The fact is profiling is a legitimate statistical device. And it´s a 
device that we may have to use if we´re going to have a meaningful security process at these 
airports”187. In his effect as a Law Professor, Jonathan Turley gave the argument to use ethnicity, 
and the discredited Stigma related to this, as an indicator in screening in airports. His professional 
occupation as a law professor means that his words have a certain legal weight. The Americans 
could perceive this statement as legally sound and valid simply because he is a law professor.     
 
Another member of the academic world, Harvard Professor Martin Peretz, also interfered in the 
debate about ethnicity and religion. He was quoted in New Republic September 4, 2010: “Frankly, 
Muslim life is cheap, most notably to Muslims. And among those Muslims led by the Imam Rauf 
there is hardly one who has raised a fuss about the routine and random bloodshed that defines their 
brotherhood. So, yes, I wonder whether I need to honour these people and pretend that they are 
worthy of the privileged of the First Amendment which I have in my gut sense that they will 
abuse”188. Here, being a Muslim is clearly associated with something negative and goes as far as to 
say that Muslims are not deserving of the First Amendment. He thereby almost devaluates Muslims 
to a lower cast; submitting them to status loss and discrimination. By his statement, all the 5 
components of the stigmatization process are present: Distinguishing and labelling differences, 
associating human differences with negative attributes, separating “us” from “them”, status loss and 
discrimination, and stigma and power – and that only with four sentences. Martin Peretz later 
apologized after numerous protests from, among others, students at Harvard, but he never 
apologized for the first phrase of his statement: Frankly, Muslim life is cheap, most notably to 
Muslims. He underpinned the standpoint with: “…this is a statement of fact, not value”189. 
Representative Peter King (R-NY) was by the 112
th
 Congress (2011-2012) reappointed as Chairman 
of the House Committee on Homeland Security. His first order of business, he publicly stated, 
would be to hold hearings on American Muslim radicalization
190: “It´s not just people who are 
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involved with the terrorists and the extremists, it is people who are in mainstream Islam, leaders of 
Mosques, leaders of Muslim organizations … So, it goes beyond the terrorists and the extremists 
and also includes those in what others call mainstream Muslim leadership”191. By this statement, 
Peter King publicly broadened the definition of “them”. He made it legitimate to associate not only 
extremist Muslims with negative and dangerous attributes, but also, as he puts it, mainstream Islam. 
The hearings came into effect, but Peter King was later accused of witch-hunt and McCarthyism
192
 
for his comments and the conduction of the hearings.  
 
All of these statements are examples of how the panoptic scheme is “build” and upheld, and how 
the stigmatization process is developed and deepened. All of the mentioned experts hold political or 
social power, and some holds both. This gives their opinions and statement a certain amount of 
weight and the population listen to them. The statements and opinions are thereby both an 
illustration of the discourse surrounding 9/11 and the enemy, and a part of forming it.  
 
TV-series 
The American TV-series Homeland first aired on American TV in 2011
193
. The series quickly 
became a huge hit both in America, where the series allegedly is president Obama´s favourite, and 
in the rest of the world. Homeland is originally based on an Israeli concept. In the American version 
we follow the return of Nicholas Brody, a US Marine who was M.I.A. in Afghanistan for 8 years 
and a victim of Al-Qaeda torture. Brody returns to America and his family under great media 
attention and he is immediately praised as a hero. But his family is alien to him and his best friend 
Mike has slowly taken his position as the patriarch in this modern day American nuclear family. 
Brody struggles with the return, and the return is further complicated as he has converted to Islam 
but keeps it a secret. The dramaturgical problem for Brody therefore becomes the necessity of 
keeping his new religion a secret.  
CIA agent Carrie Mathinson has received a tip saying that a US soldier has been turned and is a part 
of a plot against America. As Brody returns almost at the same time, she immediately suspects him 
for a terrorist. She therefore conducts secret wiretappings and surveillance of him. The series´ first 
season has one ultimate question; is Brody a hero or terrorist? 
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Homeland is a perfect indication of the subtle fear in mainstream America. The ultimate question of 
the series; is he a hero or terrorist, coined with the fact that Brody is a secret Muslim, hit right in the 
nerve of both American fascination and fear. Because if a former M.I.A. US marine and a 
submissive to 8 years of torture can be a secret Muslim and maybe a terrorist, then anyone can. 
Therefore this series can be seen as another point from where the knowledge is stemming in the 
panoptic scheme. It tells the American population that the threat can be everywhere, and therefore it 
is important for intelligence investigators, in this series personified in Carrie Mathinson, to be able 
to investigate everybody.  
 
[47] 
 
The internalisation  
Based on the previous analysis, this project argues that the perception of threats have been 
internalised by the American people after 9/11, and this has led to a stigmatisation of Muslims. 
Therefore it would be interesting to look at different polls, in which the American population is 
asked different questions relating to their opinions and feelings towards 9/11, terrorists and 
Muslims.  
 
In a Fox poll made in 2006, 59 % of the asked thought that the Patriot Act had helped the 
government to fight against the terrorists, and 57 % through the act should be extended. 53 % 
describes the act as a “good thing” and 30 % as a “bad thing” 194. The fact that a majority of the 
American population supported the US Patriot Act indicates that the knowledge send forth by the 
Act has been internalised. As mentioned earlier, the name of the Act, “Uniting and Strengthening 
America by Providing Appropriate Tool Required to Intercept and Obstruct Terrorism”, tells the 
American people that the US Patriot Act is necessary in order to fight terrorism. This poll indicates 
that the American population has internalised this knowledge. 
In the same poll, it is illustrated that 58 % of the respondents think that the President should have 
the right to authorize the National Security Agency, whose main objective is to defend and secure 
the nation
195
, to “monitor electronic communications of suspected terrorists without getting 
warrants
196” with 36 % against this. Six out of ten even said that they would have no problem with 
themselves being monitored. Monitoring without a warrant could be viewed as a violation of the 
fourth amendment of the American constitution
197
. This indicates that the perception of the threat 
and the enemy has been internalized, and changed the behaviour and opinion of the majority of the 
American population, so that they accept a loss in civil liberties in order to be able to defeat the 
enemy. The knowledge they have gained from both President Bush, experts in society and from 
TV-series has made it clear that the enemy must be defeated.  
 
 
 
As it can be seen from the ABC/Washington Post poll, figure 1, the American people has since 9/11 
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had a positive view upon investigating threats, even is this means an intrusion on personal 
privacy
198
. This is a clear indication to the earlier statement saying that the American people is 
willing to loss some civil liberties if it is in the name of investigating and fighting terrorism.  
 
Figure 2 shows a pole conducted by ABC/Washington Post. The poll illustrates that in the years 
from 2001 to 2011 the American people have not felt that the government has gone far enough in 
their anti-terrorism policies. This is by this project viewed as another sign of how the perception of 
threats has been internalized.  
 
Figure 3, a CBS poll, illustrates how the Americans feel towards the US Patriot Act. The positive 
answers have been ranging from 54-57 % from July 2003-January 2006, which can be said to be 
fairly stable. It also shows that the respondents throughout 2006 supported monitoring of 
Americans. This could be because of the Madrid 2004 and London 2005 terror-attacks. The attacks 
made it clear that the terrorists were still attacking the western values, and therefore the actions 
towards defeating them should be intensified. It could therefore be suggested that the Americans 
fear that the enemy will strike again, and therefore the US Patriot Act needs to stay in affect.  
 
This fear can be detected from figure 4, which is based on polls conducted by CBS/ New York 
Times, in the time right after 9/11. The figure illustrates the American fear of another attack over a 
time period from 2001-2010. The poll asked the question: “how likely do you think it is that there 
will be another terrorist attack in the United States within the next few months? The respondents 
could choose between the following answer: “not at all likely”, “not very likely” “somewhat 
likely”, “very likely”. After 9/11 approximately 54% answered very likely to the question and 
approximately 42% answered somewhat likely. This could indicate that the feeling of being 
threaten was very mush present in the Americans right after 9/11.  The answers changed overtime, 
which could indicate that the events in the world and America revolving around terror had an 
impact on the answers. Nevertheless, the American fear of another terrorist attack was in 2011 
considered to be very likely by 21% and somewhat likely by 48%. This shows that the American 
fear of terror is still present today. 
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All in all, these different polls illustrate how the perception of threats have been internalised by a 
majority of the American population. This internalisation has led to a change in behaviour and 
opinion since Americans are more likely willing to give up some civil liberties, as a consequence of 
fighting terrorism. Illustrated in the following poll “In an NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll 78 % 
stated they would accept new security laws, even if it meant fewer privacy protections, and seventy-
eight per cent stated they would support surveillance of Internet communications
199”.  
 
 
Stigmatization 
Stigma is fully internalized when it is normalised, both in law and behaviour of the population. In 
the following the stigmatization process will be examined further.  
The first components of the stigmatization process were issued when President Bush in his 9/11 
speech stated that it was Muslims-terrorist who had committed the attacks. This allowed for 
categorization of “good” and “evil” to be associated with different religion. In this case the evil 
being the persons who: “…practice a fringe form of Islamic extremism that has been rejected by 
Muslim scholars and the vast majority of Muslim clerics; a fringe movement that perverts the 
peaceful teachings of Islam
200
. 
When looking at figure 5 from “Stereotypes of Muslims and Support for the War on Terror” it 
seems as though the white non-Muslim part of the American population sees no real difference 
between Muslims from other parts of the world and Muslim-Americans. On all of the four 
parameters the two groups, Muslims and American-Muslims, are almost ranked the same. In the 
three parameters trustworthy-untrustworthy, intelligent-unintelligent and hardworking-lazy, 
Muslim-Americans score a slight more unfavourable response than Muslims. Only in the last 
parameter, peaceful-violent, is the Muslim group ranked higher than Muslim-Americans. 
On the two parameters peaceful-violent and trustworthy-untrustworthy both Muslim-Americans and 
Muslim are ranked significantly more unfavourable than Asian Americans and Whites. This could 
indicate that the two groups, Muslim and Muslim-Americans, have taken over some of the negative 
connotations from other population groups, such as Blacks and Hispanic Americans, which is both 
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ranked a little more favourable.  
A noteworthy discovery this figure provides is that the respondents, white non-Muslims makes no 
significant distinction between Muslims and Muslim-Americans. This could indicate that the 
respondents, and properly the rest of the American population, are not able to unconsciously 
distinguish between Muslims who are associated with terrorists and Muslims in general. 
Both Muslim and Muslim-Americans are ranked untrustworthy and more violent than the rest of the 
population groups in the sample. These two attributes are generally linked to dangerous 
people/groups which pose a possible threat. With the associating of the two negative attributes to 
Muslims, component 2 of the stigmatization process is evident.  
 
In the two speeches held by President Bush just after 9/11 2001, a lot of negative attributes were 
associated with the terrorist. Even though President Bush stated that Muslims in general were not 
terrorists, figure 5 shows that Muslims, both Muslim-Americans and Muslim, have been associated 
with the negative attributes of being violent and untrustworthy.  
 
Component 3 is evident with the rhetoric used by Bush in the two speeches held immediately after 
9/11. In the speeches, Bush makes the clear distinctions between “us” and “them” where he is 
saying that the terrorist ARE evil. This is also seen in the TV-series Homeland where Brody and his 
religion are shown as suspicious and untrustworthy.   
 
The associations which are visible in figure 5 could potentially invoke the 4
th
 component of the 
stigmatization process. If a group if believed to be more violent and untrustworthy than other 
groups, it will lead to a loss in status and discrimination. As explained in the theoretical chapter, 
external differences like race “shape social hierarchies201”, and when negative association, like 
violent and untrustworthy, are linked to Muslims, this could lead to a lower placing in the social 
hierarchies. This can lead to both structural discrimination, i.e. having trouble with getting a job, 
and individual discrimination
202
, i.e. Muslims being the victims of hate crimes.  
 
 
When looking at the power to stigmatize, and thereby the 5
th
 component of the stigmatization 
process, social and political power must be identified. By his position as President, Bush embodies 
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a great deal of both political and social power. When he in his congressional speech uses the 
language to link Muslims and terrorist, his words have great weight and are easily adapted by the 
Americans. Not to say that President Bush with his speeches was trying to stigmatize an entire 
religious group, but the words he associated with that specific branch within Islam, can now be seen 
as part of the non-Muslim Americans feelings towards Muslims in general. Other institutions 
holding social and/or political power, have also contributed in spreading and creating the Stigma of 
Muslims. It is important to note that the power both the President and other experts hold is not 
viewed as oppressive, but rather as productive in that it creates knowledge that the population 
internalises and then acts upon. 
[52] 
 
Conclusion 
 
After 9/11, a new enemy hit America. With this new enemy, a new époque started – the War on 
Terror became a part of every Americans – and world citizens, life. In relation to Foucault, this new 
époque changed the conditions of human knowledge, and thereby the characterization of the new 
enemy started.  
 
Various statements, with President Bush’s as the most prominent, contrasted the new enemy against 
Americans in every way possible. American was portrayed as the “beacon of light”, fighting for 
freedom and democracy all around the world. On the other hand, the terrorists were portrayed as the 
essence of “evil, the very worst of human nature”. The terrorists were to be seen as the number 1 
enemy; an enemy that should be stopped at any cost. 
 
This was the knowledge that stemmed from the government and various experts in the months after 
9/11, supported by International law, with various UN resolutions stating that the terrorists was to 
be seen as the enemy of all member states, and therefore the world should come together and fight 
them.  This is later backed up by TV-series like Homeland, in which the terrorists were also 
depicted as untrustworthy and dark, infiltrating the American society.  
 
As Foucault explained with his theory of panopticism, knowledge stems from “directors” or other 
experts in society.  This knowledge lead to the American population internalising the depiction of 
the threat, explained by the government, Homeland and other experts, and the Americans started 
acting in accordance with this perception of threats. In order to fight this enemy, Americans 
accepted laws, like the US Patriot Act, which meant certain limitations to their civil liberties. The 
perception of the threat and the notion of “the other” became internalised, and most Americans 
knew who the enemy was, and how to defeat it.   
 
These internalisations of the threat lead to a stigmatisation of Muslims in general. As all of the 
terrorists in the 9/11 attacks were Muslims, religion became a part of the discourse after 9/11. 
Religion can be seen as a discreditable stigma, an inner difference, and therefore not visible to 
others. But because Americans cannot distinguish between the Muslims practising an “infringed” 
form of Islam and those who practise the “peace-loving” form of Islam, the American people 
[53] 
 
stigmatized Muslims in general – assigning Muslims with the same negative attributes as Bush and 
others associated the terrorists with.  
[54] 
 
Perspectives 
 
This project has investigated how 9/11 has affected America, and this gives way for further 
investigation of how the events in America have affected the international society. Also, it would be 
interesting to investigate whether the stigmatization of Muslims have occurred around the world. 
Since America can be seen as an important player on the international stage, it could be interesting 
to see how, if at all, the discourse in America has affected the world.  
 
Also, in order to better understand the context in which they view the world, it could be interesting 
if the investigation were followed up by interviews with Americans about their perception of 
threats. Furthermore, looking into more statements from various “experts” would have been 
interesting, and possibly interviewing them on how they see their own role in the perception of 
threats could be interesting. 
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Appendix 1: 
Text of Bush's address 
September 11, 2001 
 
The text of President Bush's address Tuesday night, after terrorist attacks on New York 
and Washington: 
Good evening. 
Today, our fellow citizens, our way of life, our very freedom came under attack in a series 
of deliberate and deadly terrorist acts. 
The victims were in airplanes or in their offices -- secretaries, businessmen and women, 
military and federal workers. Moms and dads. Friends and neighbors. 
 
 
Thousands of lives were suddenly ended by evil, despicable acts of terror. 
The pictures of airplanes flying into buildings, fires burning, huge structures collapsing, 
have filled us with disbelief, terrible sadness and a quiet, unyielding anger. 
These acts of mass murder were intended to frighten our nation into chaos and retreat. But 
they have failed. Our country is strong. A great people has been moved to defend a great 
nation. 
Terrorist attacks can shake the foundations of our biggest buildings, but they cannot touch 
the foundation of America. These acts shatter steel, but they cannot dent the steel of 
American resolve. 
America was targeted for attack because we're the brightest beacon for freedom and 
opportunity in the world. And no one will keep that light from shining. 
Today, our nation saw evil, the very worst of human nature, and we responded with the 
best of America, with the daring of our rescue workers, with the caring for strangers and 
neighbors who came to give blood and help in any way they could. 
Immediately following the first attack, I implemented our government's emergency 
response plans. Our military is powerful, and it's prepared. Our emergency teams are 
working in New York City and Washington, D.C., to help with local rescue efforts. 
Our first priority is to get help to those who have been injured and to take every precaution 
to protect our citizens at home and around the world from further attacks. 
2 
 
The functions of our government continue without interruption. Federal agencies in 
Washington which had to be evacuated today are reopening for essential personnel 
tonight and will be open for business tomorrow. 
Our financial institutions remain strong, and the American economy will be open for 
business as well. 
The search is underway for those who are behind these evil acts. I've directed the full 
resources for our intelligence and law enforcement communities to find those responsible 
and bring them to justice. We will make no distinction between the terrorists who 
committed these acts and those who harbor them. 
I appreciate so very much the members of Congress who have joined me in strongly 
condemning these attacks. And on behalf of the American people, I thank the many world 
leaders who have called to offer their condolences and assistance. 
America and our friends and allies join with all those who want peace and security in the 
world and we stand together to win the war against terrorism. 
Tonight I ask for your prayers for all those who grieve, for the children whose worlds have 
been shattered, for all whose sense of safety and security has been threatened. And I pray 
they will be comforted by a power greater than any of us spoken through the ages in 
Psalm 23: "Even though I walk through the valley of the shadow of death, I fear no evil, for 
You are with me." 
 
 
This is a day when all Americans from every walk of life unite in our resolve for justice and 
peace. America has stood down enemies before, and we will do so this time. 
None of us will ever forget this day, yet we go forward to defend freedom and all that is 
good and just in our world. 
Thank you. Good night and God bless America. 
 
 
 
 
From: http://articles.cnn.com/2001-09-11/us/bush.speech.text_1_attacks-deadly-terrorist-acts-despicable-
acts?_s=PM:US 
Accessed 28-11-12 at 09.17 
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Appendix 2:  
Transcript of President Bush's address 
September 21, 2001 Posted: 2:27 AM EDT (0627 GMT) 
Transcript of President Bush's address to a joint session of Congress on Thursday night, September 
20, 2001.  
Mr. Speaker, Mr. President Pro Tempore, members of Congress, and fellow Americans, in the normal course 
of events, presidents come to this chamber to report on the state of the union. Tonight, no such report is 
needed; it has already been delivered by the American people.  
We have seen it in the courage of passengers who rushed terrorists to save others on the ground. Passengers 
like an exceptional man named Todd Beamer. And would you please help me welcome his wife Lisa Beamer 
here tonight?  
(APPLAUSE)  
We have seen the state of our union in the endurance of rescuers working past exhaustion.  
We've seen the unfurling of flags, the lighting of candles, the giving of blood, the saying of prayers in 
English, Hebrew and Arabic.  
We have seen the decency of a loving and giving people who have made the grief of strangers their own.  
My fellow citizens, for the last nine days, the entire world has seen for itself the state of union, and it is 
strong.  
(APPLAUSE)  
Tonight, we are a country awakened to danger and called to defend freedom. Our grief has turned to anger 
and anger to resolution. Whether we bring our enemies to justice or bring justice to our enemies, justice will 
be done.  
(APPLAUSE)  
I thank the Congress for its leadership at such an important time.  
All of America was touched on the evening of the tragedy to see Republicans and Democrats joined together 
on the steps of this Capitol singing "God Bless America."  
And you did more than sing. You acted, by delivering $40 billion to rebuild our communities and meet the 
needs of our military. Speaker Hastert, Minority Leader Gephardt, Majority Leader Daschle and Senator 
Lott, I thank you for your friendship, for your leadership and for your service to our country.  
(APPLAUSE)  
And on behalf of the American people, I thank the world for its outpouring of support.  
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America will never forget the sounds of our national anthem playing at Buckingham Palace, on the streets of 
Paris and at Berlin's Brandenburg Gate.  
We will not forget South Korean children gathering to pray outside our embassy in Seoul, or the prayers of 
sympathy offered at a mosque in Cairo.  
We will not forget moments of silence and days of mourning in Australia and Africa and Latin America.  
Nor will we forget the citizens of 80 other nations who died with our own. Dozens of Pakistanis, more than 
130 Israelis, more than 250 citizens of India, men and women from El Salvador, Iran, Mexico and Japan, and 
hundreds of British citizens.  
America has no truer friend than Great Britain. (APPLAUSE) Once again, we are joined together in a great 
cause.  
I'm so honored the British prime minister has crossed an ocean to show his unity with America.  
Thank you for coming, friend.  
(APPLAUSE)  
On September the 11th, enemies of freedom committed an act of war against our country. Americans have 
known wars, but for the past 136 years they have been wars on foreign soil, except for one Sunday in 1941. 
Americans have known the casualties of war, but not at the center of a great city on a peaceful morning.  
Aericans have known surprise attacks, but never before on thousands of civilians. All of this was brought 
upon us in a single day, and night fell on a different world, a world where freedom itself is under attack.  
Americans have many questions tonight. Americans are asking, "Who attacked our country?"  
The evidence we have gathered all points to a collection of loosely affiliated terrorist organizations known as 
al Qaeda. They are some of the murderers indicted for bombing American embassies in Tanzania and Kenya 
and responsible for bombing the USS Cole.  
Al Qaeda is to terror what the Mafia is to crime. But its goal is not making money, its goal is remaking the 
world and imposing its radical beliefs on people everywhere.  
The terrorists practice a fringe form of Islamic extremism that has been rejected by Muslim scholars and the 
vast majority of Muslim clerics; a fringe movement that perverts the peaceful teachings of Islam.  
The terrorists' directive commands them to kill Christians and Jews, to kill all Americans and make no 
distinctions among military and civilians, including women and children. This group and its leader, a person 
named Osama bin Laden, are linked to many other organizations in different countries, including the 
Egyptian Islamic Jihad, the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan.  
There are thousands of these terrorists in more than 60 countries.  
They are recruited from their own nations and neighborhoods and brought to camps in places like 
Afghanistan where they are trained in the tactics of terror. They are sent back to their homes or sent to hide 
in countries around the world to plot evil and destruction. The leadership of al Qaeda has great influence in 
Afghanistan and supports the Taliban regime in controlling most of that country. In Afghanistan we see al 
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Qaeda's vision for the world. Afghanistan's people have been brutalized, many are starving and many have 
fled.  
Women are not allowed to attend school. You can be jailed for owning a television. Religion can be 
practiced only as their leaders dictate. A man can be jailed in Afghanistan if his beard is not long enough. 
The United States respects the people of Afghanistan -- after all, we are currently its largest source of 
humanitarian aid -- but we condemn the Taliban regime.  
(APPLAUSE)  
It is not only repressing its own people, it is threatening people everywhere by sponsoring and sheltering and 
supplying terrorists.  
By aiding and abetting murder, the Taliban regime is committing murder. And tonight the United States of 
America makes the following demands on the Taliban:  
-- Deliver to United States authorities all of the leaders of Al Qaeda who hide in your land.  
-- Release all foreign nationals, including American citizens you have unjustly imprisoned.  
-- Protect foreign journalists, diplomats and aid workers in your country.  
-- Close immediately and permanently every terrorist training camp in Afghanistan. And hand over every 
terrorist and every person and their support structure to appropriate authorities.  
-- Give the United States full access to terrorist training camps, so we can make sure they are no longer 
operating.  
These demands are not open to negotiation or discussion.  
(APPLAUSE)  
The Taliban must act and act immediately.  
They will hand over the terrorists or they will share in their fate. I also want to speak tonight directly to 
Muslims throughout the world. We respect your faith. It's practiced freely by many millions of Americans 
and by millions more in countries that America counts as friends. Its teachings are good and peaceful, and 
those who commit evil in the name of Allah blaspheme the name of Allah.  
(APPLAUSE)  
The terrorists are traitors to their own faith, trying, in effect, to hijack Islam itself.  
The enemy of America is not our many Muslim friends. It is not our many Arab friends. Our enemy is a 
radical network of terrorists and every government that supports them.  
(APPLAUSE)  
Our war on terror begins with al Qaeda, but it does not end there.  
It will not end until every terrorist group of global reach has been found, stopped and defeated.  
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(APPLAUSE)  
Americans are asking "Why do they hate us?"  
They hate what they see right here in this chamber: a democratically elected government. Their leaders are 
self-appointed. They hate our freedoms: our freedom of religion, our freedom of speech, our freedom to vote 
and assemble and disagree with each other.  
They want to overthrow existing governments in many Muslim countries such as Egypt, Saudi Arabia and 
Jordan. They want to drive Israel out of the Middle East. They want to drive Christians and Jews out of vast 
regions of Asia and Africa.  
These terrorists kill not merely to end lives, but to disrupt and end a way of life. With every atrocity, they 
hope that America grows fearful, retreating from the world and forsaking our friends. They stand against us 
because we stand in their way.  
We're not deceived by their pretenses to piety.  
We have seen their kind before. They're the heirs of all the murderous ideologies of the 20th century. By 
sacrificing human life to serve their radical visions, by abandoning every value except the will to power, they 
follow in the path of fascism, Nazism and totalitarianism. And they will follow that path all the way to where 
it ends in history's unmarked grave of discarded lies. Americans are asking, "How will we fight and win this 
war?"  
We will direct every resource at our command -- every means of diplomacy, every tool of intelligence, every 
instrument of law enforcement, every financial influence, and every necessary weapon of war -- to the 
destruction and to the defeat of the global terror network.  
Now, this war will not be like the war against Iraq a decade ago, with a decisive liberation of territory and a 
swift conclusion. It will not look like the air war above Kosovo two years ago, where no ground troops were 
used and not a single American was lost in combat.  
Our response involves far more than instant retaliation and isolated strikes. Americans should not expect one 
battle, but a lengthy campaign unlike any other we have ever seen. It may include dramatic strikes visible on 
TV and covert operations secret even in success.  
We will starve terrorists of funding, turn them one against another, drive them from place to place until there 
is no refuge or no rest.  
And we will pursue nations that provide aid or safe haven to terrorism. Every nation in every region now has 
a decision to make: Either you are with us or you are with the terrorists.  
From this day forward, any nation that continues to harbor or support terrorism will be regarded by the 
United States as a hostile regime. Our nation has been put on notice, we're not immune from attack. We will 
take defensive measures against terrorism to protect Americans. Today, dozens of federal departments and 
agencies, as well as state and local governments, have responsibilities affecting homeland security.  
These efforts must be coordinated at the highest level. So tonight, I announce the creation of a Cabinet-level 
position reporting directly to me, the Office of Homeland Security. And tonight, I also announce a 
distinguished American to lead this effort, to strengthen American security: a military veteran, an effective 
governor, a true patriot, a trusted friend, Pennsylvania's Tom Ridge.  
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He will lead, oversee and coordinate a comprehensive national strategy to safeguard our country against 
terrorism and respond to any attacks that may come. These measures are essential. The only way to defeat 
terrorism as a threat to our way of life is to stop it, eliminate it and destroy it where it grows.  
Many will be involved in this effort, from FBI agents, to intelligence operatives, to the reservists we have 
called to active duty. All deserve our thanks, and all have our prayers. And tonight a few miles from the 
damaged Pentagon, I have a message for our military: Be ready. I have called the armed forces to alert, and 
there is a reason.  
The hour is coming when America will act, and you will make us proud.  
This is not, however, just America's fight. And what is at stake is not just America's freedom. This is the 
world's fight. This is civilization's fight. This is the fight of all who believe in progress and pluralism, 
tolerance and freedom.  
We ask every nation to join us.  
We will ask and we will need the help of police forces, intelligence service and banking systems around the 
world. The United States is grateful that many nations and many international organizations have already 
responded with sympathy and with support -- nations from Latin America to Asia to Africa to Europe to the 
Islamic world.  
Perhaps the NATO charter reflects best the attitude of the world: An attack on one is an attack on all. The 
civilized world is rallying to America's side.  
They understand that if this terror goes unpunished, their own cities, their own citizens may be next. Terror 
unanswered can not only bring down buildings, it can threaten the stability of legitimate governments.  
And you know what? We're not going to allow it.  
(APPLAUSE)  
Americans are asking, "What is expected of us?"  
I ask you to live your lives and hug your children. I know many citizens have fears tonight, and I ask you to 
be calm and resolute, even in the face of a continuing threat.  
I ask you to uphold the values of America and remember why so many have come here.  
We're in a fight for our principles, and our first responsibility is to live by them. No one should be singled 
out for unfair treatment or unkind words because of their ethnic background or religious faith.  
I ask you to continue to support the victims of this tragedy with your contributions. Those who want to give 
can go to a central source of information, Libertyunites.org, to find the names of groups providing direct help 
in New York, Pennsylvania and Virginia. The thousands of FBI agents who are now at work in this 
investigation may need your cooperation, and I ask you to give it. I ask for your patience with the delays and 
inconveniences that may accompany tighter security and for your patience in what will be a long struggle.  
I ask your continued participation and confidence in the American economy. Terrorists attacked a symbol of 
American prosperity; they did not touch its source.  
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America is successful because of the hard work and creativity and enterprise of our people. These were the 
true strengths of our economy before September 11, and they are our strengths today.  
And finally, please continue praying for the victims of terror and their families, for those in uniform and for 
our great country. Prayer has comforted us in sorrow and will help strengthen us for the journey ahead. 
Tonight I thank my fellow Americans for what you have already done and for what you will do.  
And ladies and gentlemen of the Congress, I thank you, their representatives, for what you have already done 
and for what we will do together.  
Tonight we face new and sudden national challenges. We will come together to improve air safety, to 
dramatically expand the number of air marshals on domestic flights and take new measures to prevent 
hijacking.  
We will come together to promote stability and keep our airlines flying with direct assistance during this 
emergency.  
(APPLAUSE)  
We will come together to give law enforcement the additional tools it needs to track down terror here at 
home.  
We will come together to strengthen our intelligence capabilities to know the plans of terrorists before they 
act and to find them before they strike.  
(APPLAUSE)  
We will come together to take active steps that strengthen America's economy and put our people back to 
work.  
Tonight, we welcome two leaders who embody the extraordinary spirit of all New Yorkers, Governor 
George Pataki and Mayor Rudolph Giuliani.  
As a symbol of America's resolve, my administration will work with Congress and these two leaders to show 
the world that we will rebuild New York City.  
After all that has just passed, all the lives taken and all the possibilities and hopes that died with them, it is 
natural to wonder if America's future is one of fear.  
Some speak of an age of terror. I know there are struggles ahead and dangers to face. But this country will 
define our times, not be defined by them.  
As long as the United States of America is determined and strong, this will not be an age of terror. This will 
be an age of liberty here and across the world.  
Great harm has been done to us. We have suffered great loss. And in our grief and anger we have found our 
mission and our moment.  
Freedom and fear are at war. The advance of human freedom, the great achievement of our time and the 
great hope of every time, now depends on us.  
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Our nation, this generation, will lift the dark threat of violence from our people and our future. We will rally 
the world to this cause by our efforts, by our courage. We will not tire, we will not falter and we will not fail.  
(APPLAUSE)  
It is my hope that in the months and years ahead life will return almost to normal. We'll go back to our lives 
and routines and that is good.  
Even grief recedes with time and grace.  
But our resolve must not pass. Each of us will remember what happened that day and to whom it happened. 
We will remember the moment the news came, where we were and what we were doing.  
Some will remember an image of a fire or story or rescue. Some will carry memories of a face and a voice 
gone forever.  
And I will carry this. It is the police shield of a man named George Howard who died at the World Trade 
Center trying to save others.  
It was given to me by his mom, Arlene, as a proud memorial to her son. It is my reminder of lives that ended 
and a task that does not end.  
I will not forget the wound to our country and those who inflicted it. I will not yield, I will not rest, I will not 
relent in waging this struggle for freedom and security for the American people. The course of this conflict is 
not known, yet its outcome is certain. Freedom and fear, justice and cruelty, have always been at war, and we 
know that God is not neutral between them.  
(APPLAUSE)  
Fellow citizens, we'll meet violence with patient justice, assured of the rightness of our cause and confident 
of the victories to come.  
In all that lies before us, may God grant us wisdom and may he watch over the United States of America. 
Thank you.  
(APPLAUSE)  
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